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Overview

The'EaUcation Consolidation and Improvement: Act (ECIA) of,

1981 was designed in Rart to change the nature of educational

evaluation,required by the federal government at state and local

levels. Will the new requirements indeed consolidate andAmprove

evaluation activities? Because.this.new legislation will
1

probably have the greatest irePact-on the nature of evaluation'

practice in education since the passage of the Elementary and

Secondary Education Act of 19'65, we conducted a ten-month study

of five state departOents of education and five large school

districts to learn how evaluation,units responded to this

legislation during 1982.

One of the basic moves by the Reagan Administration in its

effort to change the federal role in education was to propose the

consolidation of mopt categorical education programs intd a few

large block grants. Congress, reacting to pressure from those

representing the disadvantaged, the handicapped,-and others,

resisted this move.

the end, the major legislation for the disadvantaged

(Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Eucation Act, ESEA),

the handicapped (PL 9414,2, Education for all Handicapped

Children Act), voc onal and adult education (The Vocational

Education Act), and a few other programs (e.g., impact aid,

'Nstudent financialassistance), survived as separate entities.

But 30-40 pravious Categorical aid programs were combined into

one urge block grant. Included were such programs as basic

-"kills education, metric education, consumer education, gifted

and talen 'ted education, and programs provid-ing funds for library

resources, textbooks and instructional equipment, guid nee and

counseling, desegregation, and teacher training and in service.

Thedisadvant&W student legislation, Title V, and the block

grant legislation were combin6d in Subtitle D of.Ti_le'V of the

Othnibus Budget ReconciliatIon ACt of 1981 (PL 97-35) as

Chapters 1 and 2, respectively.,,of the EducatiA Consolidatidn

and Improvement Act of 181 (EC) resultant effects of
tl



Chapter 1 and Chapter 2 legislation on evaluation practice

graphic examples of the mixed results ac eved Sy the

AdmfhiStration.,

The reasoning behind Chapter 1

the legislation itself, (FL 97-35,

Chapter 1 Declaration of-Tolicy-sta

the legislation to:

and\Chapter 2 is reflect

ust,13 1983). The
0

to that it is the intent of

eliminate burdensome, unnecessary,,and unproductive paPer
work and free-the school of urinecessary.F deral
supervision, direction, and control.,

In addi lon, it is intended that the leglslationWill do

and administratiVe,
for fiscal accountabili
instructional program.

(p. 95' STAT. 464)

overly prescriptive regulations
burdens which are not necessary
and make no contribution to the

'The'purpose.of `the block grant Chapter, 2) was essentiall

free state and local education agencies. to apt trieir own

priorities and conduCt'Programs as they, sdw fit. Beyond'

intent, the new legislation was:
,. .

to d6 so in a manner designed to greatly reduce the
_enormous administrative"and paperwork burden imposed on
schools at the sxpende of their ability-to'educate
children.

(p. '95 STAT. 41694

Clearly, the intent of EC IA was to shift the responsibility

-for setting policy, monitoring fiscal procedures, and designing,

operating, and evaluating educational- programs out of :

Washington, D.C.
9The full impact of this shift on:statp

educAion agencies (SEAS) and local education agencies.(LEAs) and

ulfkmatply on this nation's children is now only beginning to

manifest itself. To date, the ECIA legislation does not appear

to have entirely had the desired, effect.

Ronald Reagan edtered the White House t* year ago with

a commitment to overhaul the federal role in American
education.



"Edudation,"he told
"is:the principal res
teacberse parents 'pi
governments"....,

he:.country in-a televised address,;..
nSibilitycof lodalschool-syitems-

,

en boards and state

Two* years =later, as meter
.

-fixii,,to!acknoWledge, effor
'Federal role in education sho

(The New Yo

Th 'summary describes the p

the Administration' are the'
o redefine and reshape the
mixed results.
Times, November 14; 1982

design, results, and

ieati ns of -ta preliminary field'in stigationeof ECIA impact.

Study Purpose`

x -
.

-The study rep ed here focused on the init
t

ECIA. In,Some dase ,these findings will hold
. ._

run, while :`in c er castes, additional changes ma
,. .

dramatically' the perceptionp! and implementation o

mpact of

6 over

_r

pter

Chap 2 re

ong

1 or

ements. the full impact of the legisi tion has

not yet been but these
,

give us insights into the initial responses

Shape further research on this legislation, including longer term

impact studies. More specificallYr. the study was intended to

illuminate.the effect of chapters' 1 and 2 on program evaluation

early returns" are imports t they
6

to:the ECIA and help

operations and on evaluation training and technical assistance

needs. .

StudyVeS gn

- _Five western states, naively Califoin Montana, Oregon,

Utah, and Washington, were'phosen to represent states in the

Northwest part of'the country. They therefore provide a limited

sample of Otrspect yes on the'impact of EOIA

Within these states,. people were interviewed wile were

responsible for evaluation in general and/or (b) responsible for

Chapter 1 and Chapter 2-evaluation in particular, at the state



a the largest school district in each, state.

er,Agzhnel changes'at state and local levels, we

_1 over 3k professional evaluators and educators di

r. In the November 1982\final interview we talked with

ndents. We classified-their positions as

5 SEA evaluation directors
5 LEA evaluation directors
5 SEA Chapter 1 evaluators

, 5 pit _Chapter 1 eyaluatdrs
4 LEA Chapter sources

interView instrumentA i-dtructu developed nd

revised on the basis of pilot trialS. The form was modified as

necessary to reflect changing field conditions over the urse of

the study, but the same basic questions were retained throughout
1.

the study and they form the basis of the results present d here.

Respondents were interviewed periodicafli-between,Februa 1982,

and November 1982, giving a ten-month perspective on cha =ing

responses tor-the new legislation.

Preliminary Resu

. ,

The following summaries give a brief overview of the
.

preliminary study findings andare based on'the study res its

appearing in the complete report (A Study _in Contrasts : ffectss

of the Education Consolidation and -I provement At of 1981 on SEA

#71and LEA Evaluation. Gray, Smith, C ulley, 1982. A copy the

full report is available-from the first author.). The fu -1

report focuses on the sometimes subtle-differences.between state

and local perceptions. Provided in the CoMplete report 'sr

examples of the differing perceptions of some of the more.com le)c
. . .

concepts investigated: unnecessary and,burdensome paperwork;

supervision, monitoring and evaluation; flexibility and

decentralization; administrative burden. The reader is the e ore

.encouraged to teed this overview in light of its purpose as a
k

-

brief summary of more detailed findings.

6



Summary of Preliminary Chapter l'Find ngs

Both state,(SEA) and local 01Wevaluator4 reported that

Title I paperwork, was not seen as bUrdensome and unnecessary, not,'

was any major change in this aid reported at the local level

relative to Chapter 1 paperwork. In addition, overall, stateand

lopbl'Cilapter-1 directors reported little Perceived change in

administrdtive or evaluation flexibility,.decentralizatign of

responsibility, or administratlxe burden regarding 'rules and}

regulations., -A major reason ;or the perceived continuity in

administrative,practice is that the formal Title I Evaluation and

Reporting System (TIERS)- isApiing retained in all states

representedin'this study. . The changesthathave occurred

concern dropping the Collection of certain types Mf_data

(e.5" ethnic data, parent council data, staff training:da a4-and,

projpct,data), a point specifically addressed if the'new

legislation.

Chapter 1 directors did, however, report a perceived

relaxation in the testing and r6porting req4,irementdof Chapter

1. For example, one district is contemplating using a criterion

referenced testing program. Previously, puchi,rograms were not

encouraged since it is difficult to generate student pre - and

post-test data which can be relied upon'to, giite as accurate a

picttire of growth as scores from standardized, norm-referenced

tests. In another districti itswaseald that percentile scores

would be emphasited instead of the Normal Curve Equivalent (NCE)

scores favored y:TIERS. Both of these changed were perceived by

local directors as effo4 rts to mak

meaningful to local audiences,,

An indreased-qmphaSisyson sustained cffe-

ng and test results more

studies was

.reported at both the 'State and,local levels, consistent with the

emph--i- in the legislation on such studies. Sustained effects

-studies trace' the impact of.a7program over time. The ,impact may

be defined in terms of student achievement or'some other-program

characteristic of interest. Such studies can tie very useful in

monitoring program quality, planning program improvement, and



reporting p ogram impact., Sustained effects studies/represent

another way of making evaluations relevant to loceliaudiences

since they focus on questions of intereit.to focal' decision
w

makers, including administrators, teachers, parents,.and students.

Parent involvement in Chapter' "l piogiams is taking on new

forma consistent with the change in emphasis in the legislation.

For.eXample, in. one School-district "willingness to work" was

being valued over "representativeness" 'forming the school

parent councils. In another district the new Chapter 2advisory

council will include parents from the Chapter 1 council resulting

in more efficientadministration of the :two piograms. .

A clear message-regarding Chapter .1 came from our
e

respondents. As a Continuation of'a well institutibnalized

program, phapter 1/Title-revalustors will experience few

immediate changes. .4[6wever, some of the testing and administra-

tive changes could accumulate po produce an impaOt in the, future,

possibly.resulting inaess nationwide data available for Congress

0 examine the overall effects of/Chapter 1.

Chapter 1 budget reductions have had a more dramatic impact

on the local level than the new legislation, resulting in cuts in

Instructional staff, andconsequently, a reduction in the number

:ofsiudents'berved. In discussing the impact of loSing almost

one million dollars of Chapter 1 monies, a school district

evaluator noted,
1

The reap change has borne about because of decreased
funding, which has severely crippled our program. I was
at a school this' morning that had five aides and a
teacteelaSZ year; this year it has one aide and a
halt-time teacher. That's a big difference in numbers of
k' can -serve, etc. They've reduced their math

ices to working,with 10 kids asropposed to 40. That --,1)

resulted" decause budgetary cutsi.not Chapter 1
regulation.

district budget reductiod had lowered by 1000 the number of

children served. As the respondent noted, "when you go to

individual schools-you really see what that means."



The most notable immediate change regarding Chapter then,

is in regard to the level of service being offered. The

reduction in staff, in the number of students served, and perhaps
4

in the quality of that service; will have long range effects on

Chapter 1 impadt and on the overall effectiveness of compensatory

education.

Chapter _1 Findings:. While the ECIA legislation has
not significantly eliminated paperwork CT administra-
tive load, these were not especially burdensome to
egin with. Some changes are occurring, in loosening
testing requirements, increasing the interest in',
sustained effects, and altering parent involvement,
changes which are likely to increase the local,
utility of Chapter 1 evaluation activities. The more
significant influence on Chapter 1 than the new
legislation is the decrease in budgets which is
dramatically reducing the number of children that can
be served.

Suiinary of preliminary a ter 2 Eindin--S

Most states-reported that their Chapter 2 evaluations will

consist of monitoring Chapter 2 expenditures for materials in

terms of simple cost accounting` procedures. At least initially,

these states will evaluate expenditures for'programs in terms of

the number of students served and staff involved. This concern

with the numbers involved in programs is to a great extent a

reflection of the fact that, typically, SO percent or more of

Chapter 2 funds will go for instructional materials and equipment

(mostly microcomputer hardware). The existing categorical

programs are likely to take the remaining Chapter 2funds.

< SEA respondents were well aware of the legislative mandate to

conduct.Chapter 2 evalbation studies beginning.in.fiscal'year

..1984, and are communicating this to local-administrators" SOme

LEA evaluation directors are considering innovative research and

evaluation activities under Chapter .2 includingj

the study of school practices and learning using
ethnographic approaches,



the *study of teaching,behaviors and outcomes.using
causal modeling methods,

the adaptation of the evaluation components of
previous categorical programs,

the development of locally-run min grant programs

Similar non-Eradit onal efforts may emerge in other districts.

Most large school districts in our study reported a reduction

funds. under Chapter 2, in-comparison with the funds they

received under the.previt us categorical aid programs. As a

result, large school district respOndents reported,the need to

find ways to select among programs competing for reduced funds.

Some small school districts have had modest increases'in f--- mounding

as a result of Chapter 2 allocationdtypically increases of $800

I

.

to $2500 per district, and are seeking ways to_join- with other

districts to get the most from their. increases.

Almost all the SEA and LEA Chapter 2 respOndents reported

increased flexibility and decentralization at the local level as

a result of the Chaperv2 legislation. They had mixed feelings

\about possible reductions in administrative,burden, however.

There is also considerable uncertainty about future evaluation

activities at the local level under Chapter 2. Once-programming

decisions have been made and the first round of materials and

microcomputer equipment purchases completed, it is expected that

evaluators will move from monitoring expenditures to assessing

the quality and impact of Chapter 2 programs.

Chapter 2 Findings: The ECIA legislation has
increased flexibility and decentralization at the
local level while reallocating some of the previous
categorical funds to smaller districts. Most of the
Chapter 2 funds are being spent on materials and

equipment purchases, with evaluators
primarily mon,itorthy the flow and expenditure of
funds. Increasingly, however, LEA evaluators will
be doing more to evaluate the impact of the new
programs at the local level.



Conciusfons

These early returns indicate that the ECIA. legislation has

not substantially,redupgd the paperwork or administrative burden

under Chapter 1, although some changes are taking place .to

Increase the local utility of evaluation efforts. The largest
. .

"changes in Chapter I have resulted from major budget cuts and

subsequent reductions bn the numbers of children-Served.

Most-Chapter 2-monies are beihg spent on materials and-

microcomputers. The'ECIA legislation,has given more money to
0

smaller districts and has increased local flexibilqy a

Control. -Evaluators, who are now primarily Monitoring the

expenditure of funds, are expected to conduct more studies of

program effectiveness in the net few years.

While these results based on only a preliminary study of

ECIA impact in five nort western states, they are suggestive of

the early
T>

impact of the ,ew Reagan legislation'on tEA and LEA

evaluation practice: We may speculate that in the near future

evaluators will be dealing with concerns such as the followin

both the prograMmatic and policy levels:

o with reduced program and evaluation budgets

evaluators will be called upon.t perform o

cost- related studies

evaluators will haVe greater difficulty meeting the
demand for evaluation services

- evaluators will need to attend more to helping_
program staff maintain program quality control

th the increasing use of microcomputers,
k

- evaluators will be called upon to assess
instructional impact of microcomputers

- evaluators will'need to learn more themselves about

the p ation of microcomputers, possibly beginning
to use em as an evaluation tool'

at



th. incriased LEA flexibility and Control

- evaluators may have more diffictulty maintaining
evidence of state and federal accouptability

- evaluators will be called upon ore to assess
Chapter 1 sustained- effects

A =

LeVall.14tOrg ;fill be Called upOn more to help Ipma,11
LEAs 4ith'thapter 2'evaluation activities.

'These and other_cohcerns will' continue to surface as LEAs and

As gainJcontinued.experience under. e'new ECIA legislatiprk.

We hope our early returns help f e researchers sharpen their
a

studies of this major federal-change in eddcational evaluation

,r5

policy.

10


